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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed July 24, 2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

2. Regarding the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claims 15-17, 19, 28-31, 34-37, and 39-41 
applicant argues several points. 

a. Firstly, applicant argues that the Examiner fails to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness since it lacks an articulated reasoning as to why it would have been obvious 
to modify Oliver according to the teachings of Hashimoto. The Examiner respectfully 
disagrees with this assessment. Along with the Examiners reasoned statement pointed 
out by the applicant, the Examiner has also stated that the multimedia data file of 
Hashimoto provides a way of transferring out the image and audio data in relation to each 
other. See page 5 of the previous office action. Another motivation to combine would be 
the ability to transfer data from the computer without transferring the relation 
information. See column 11, lines 25-32. By not including relation information in the 
transferred data, less data needs to be transferred. Furthermore, applicant is reminded 
that motivation to combine need not come directly from the reference themselves, but 
also from the knowledge of one of ordinary skill in the art. 

b. Secondly, applicant argues that one of ordinary skill in the art would not modify 
according to the teachings of Hashimoto. Applicant backs up this assertion by reasoning, 
that since the image and sound files are received by the file transfer software in Oliver as 
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separate files (col. 6, lines 52-57 of Oliver), that this teaches against the Hashimoto 
reference of transferring the image and sound files as one multimedia file. However, the 
Examiner respectfully disagrees with this argument. No detail is given in Oliver as to 
how the connected image and sound data are transferred. Oliver merely states that in the 
camera they are stored as separate files (col. 6, lines 14-17), that they are copied to 
another device (col. 6, lines 28-30), and that they are also separate files after being 
received in the host computer (col. 6, lines 52-57). No information is given as to the 
specific details of the transfer of image data out of the camera to the host device. While 
Oliver does disclose that the separate image data and audio data are copied to the host 
device, no detail is provided as to how this is accomplished. Hashimoto clearly discloses 
that a multimedia data file is created using separate image and audio data (col. 11, lines 
20-42) and further that the image and audio data are separated upon being received 
(column 11, lines 43-61). Thus, similarly to Oliver, the image and audio data are 
separated in both the camera and the host device of Hashimoto. One of ordinary skill in 
the art could easily have looked to Hashimoto as a way of transferring the image and 
audio data out of Oliver. One of ordinary skill in the art could easily see that this 
arrangement provides a convenient way of associating image and audio data with each 
other without having to transfer relation information, thereby cutting down the amount of 
data that needs to be transferred. Therefore, it is the opinion of the Examiner that one of 
ordinary skill in the art could have easily modified Oliver to transfer the image and sound 
data similarly to Hashimoto. 
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3. For the reasons stated above, the rejections from the previous office action will be 
repeated. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 15-17, 19, 28-31, 34-37, and 39-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Oliver (U.S. Patent No. 6,289,140) in view of Hashimoto et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,111,604). 

6. Regarding claim 15, Oliver discloses a scanner or digital camera capable of using voice 
commands to carry out operations. More specifically, Oliver discloses an image pickup 
component (image pickup, 112) for transforming the image signal into a first analog signal, a 
sound pickup component (voice pickup, 102) for capturing a sound signal (col. 5, lines 44-47) 
and a voice command (col. 5, lines 7-43), a second analog-digital converter (A/D converter, 104) 
connected to the sound pickup component (voice pickup, 102) for converting the second analog 
signal to a second digital signal, and a processor (controller, 106) for generating image and 
sound files, and carrying out processor actions, in response to a determination that the second 
digital signal corresponds to a voice control command. For instance, after processing the voice 
data and determining a command has been said, the processor carries out the command. 
Commands include "scan", "save", "delete", "left", "zoom in", and "send". See column 2, lines 
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47-60 and column 5, line 1 to column 6, line 30. Although, Oliver provides more detail on how 
a scanner would operate, Oliver does disclose that the invention could also be implemented into 
a digital camera. Therefore, if the invention where implemented into a digital camera, a first 
analog-digital converter would inherently have to be included in order to generate a digital image 
signal. In addition, Oliver discloses that the sound signal is received non-contemporaneously 
with the image signal since it is capture after the document is scanned (col. 5, lines 44-48). 

Oliver, however, fails to specifically disclose that the processor produces a multimedia 
data file comprising image and sound information in response to the voice control command. 
Hashimoto, on the other hand, discloses that it was well known in the art at the time the 
invention was made to generate a multimedia data file for transfer of image and sound data out 
of an image pickup device. More specifically, Hashimoto discloses a camera (100) which uses a 
CCD (9) and microphone (1) to capture image and sound data, respectively. Before, the transfer 
of image and audio data out of the camera, a relation file is read to determine the relationship 
between image and audio files. Thereafter, a multimedia data file (27) is generated with image 
and audio data for transfer out of the camera (100). The generated file allows for the related data 
to be transferred out in relation to each other. See column 11, lines 18-42. Thus, by generating 
one file for transfer, the image and audio data will always be associated with each other at the 
destination location. No detail is given in Oliver as to how the connected image and sound data 
are transferred. Oliver merely states that in the camera they are stored as separate files (col. 6, 
lines 14-17), that they are copied to another device (col. 6, lines 28-30), and that they are also 
separate files after being received in the host computer (col. 6, lines 52-57). No information is 
given as to the specific details of the transfer of image data out of the camera to the host device. 
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While Oliver does disclose that the separate image data and audio data are copied to the host 
device, no detail is provided as to how this is accomplished. Hashimoto clearly discloses that a 
multimedia data file is created using separate image and audio data (col. 11, lines 20-42) and 
further that the image and audio data are separated upon being received (column 11, lines 43-61). 
Thus, similarly to Oliver, the image and audio data are separated in both the camera and the host 
device of Hashimoto. One of ordinary skill in the art could easily have looked to Hashimoto as a 
way of transferring the image and audio data out of Oliver. One of ordinary skill in the art could 
easily see that this arrangement provides a convenient way of associating image and audio data 
with each other without having to transfer relation information, thereby cutting down the amount 
of data that needs to be transferred. Therefore, it is the opinion of the Examiner that one of 
ordinary skill in the art could have easily modified Oliver to transfer the image and sound data 
similarly to Hashimoto. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to generate a multimedia data file for transfer out of the 
camera of Oliver, when a "send" or "send all" command is said, so that the related image and 
sound data are always transferred and associated with each other at the destination location while 
eliminating the transfer of the relation information. 

7. As for claim 16, Hashimoto discloses the use of a lens (7) for focusing the image signal 
and a photoelectric converting element (CCD, 9) for sensing the focusing image signal to 
generate a first analog signal. 

8. With regard to claim 17, Hashimoto discloses the use of a CCD (charge coupled device) 
used as the photoelectric converting element. 
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9. Regarding claim 19, Oliver discloses that their invention can be used in scanner, as well 
as a digital camera. Official Notice is taken as to the fact that it is well known in the art that 
scanners often include reflection mirrors to reflect light to a lens set. The use of a reflection 
mirror allows for the redirection of the optical axis along a different direction, often making the 
dimensions of the scanner smaller. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include a reflection mirror in the scanner of 
Oliver for reflecting light from a document to a lens set in order to make the dimensions of the 
scanner smaller. 

10. As for claim 28, Oliver discloses a scanner or digital camera capable of using voice 
commands to carry out operations. More specifically, Oliver discloses an image pickup 
component (image pickup, 1 12) for generating a digital signal of an object, and a sound pickup 
device (voice pickup, 102) and A/D converter (104) for generating a sound digital signal (col. 5, 
lines 44-47) and a voice signal (col. 5, lines 7-43) capable of being used in a voice recognition 
routine. In addition, Oliver discloses a processor (controller, 106) for generating image and 
sound files, and carrying out processor actions, in response to a determination that the sound 
digital signal corresponds to a voice control command. For instance, after processing the voice 
data and determining a command has been said, the processor carries out the command. 
Commands include "scan", "save", "delete", "left", "zoom in", and "send". See column 2, lines 
47-60 and column 5, line 1 to column 6, line 30. Although Oliver provides more detail on how a 
scanner would operate, Oliver does disclose that the invention could also be implemented into a 
digital camera. Therefore, if the invention where implemented into a digital camera, a first 
analog-digital converter would inherently have to be included in order to generate a digital image 
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signal. In addition, Oliver discloses that the sound signal is received separately from the image 
signal since it is capture after the document is scanned (col. 5, lines 44-48). 

Oliver, however, fails to explicitly disclose the use of a multiplexer and processor for 
generating a multimedia data file. Hashimoto, on the other hand, discloses that it was well 
known in the art at the time the invention was made to multiplex image and sound data and to 
generate a multimedia data file for transfer of image and sound data out of an image pickup 
device. More specifically, Hashimoto discloses an image pickup device (photographing portion, 
6) for generating a image digital signal of an object, a sound pickup device (microphone, 1 and 
A/D converter, 4) for generating a sound digital signal, a multiplexer and a processor (CPU, 23 
and FIFO circuit, 23) for combining the digital image and sound signals and producing a single 
file for transmission to the external device. Hashimoto discloses a camera (100) which uses a 
CCD (9) and microphone (1) to capture image and sound data, respectively. Before, the transfer 
of image and audio data out of the camera, a relation file is read to determine the relationship 
between image and audio files. Thereafter, a multimedia data file (27) is generated with image 
and audio data for transfer out of the camera (100). The generated file allows for the related data 
to be transferred out in relation to each other. See column 11, lines 18-42. Thus, by generating 
one file for transfer, the image and audio data will always be associated with each other at the 
destination location. No detail is given in Oliver as to how the connected image and sound data 
are transferred. Oliver merely states that in the camera they are stored as separate files (col. 6, 
lines 14-17), that they are copied to another device (col. 6, lines 28-30), and that they are also 
separate files after being received in the host computer (col. 6, lines 52-57). No information is 
given as to the specific details of the transfer of image data out of the camera to the host device. 
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While Oliver does disclose that the separate image data and audio data are copied to the host 
device, no detail is provided as to how this is accomplished. Hashimoto clearly discloses that a 
multimedia data file is created using separate image and audio data (col. 11, lines 20-42) and 
further that the image and audio data are separated upon being received (column 11, lines 43-61). 
Thus, similarly to Oliver, the image and audio data are separated in both the camera and the host 
device of Hashimoto. One of ordinary skill in the art could easily have looked to Hashimoto as a 
way of transferring the image and audio data out of Oliver. One of ordinary skill in the art could 
easily see that this arrangement provides a convenient way of associating image and audio data 
with each other without having to transfer relation information, thereby cutting down the amount 
of data that needs to be transferred. Therefore, it is the opinion of the Examiner that one of 
ordinary skill in the art could have easily modified Oliver to transfer the image and sound data 
similarly to Hashimoto. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to generate a multimedia data file for transfer out of the 
camera of Oliver, when a "send" or "send all" command is said, so that the related image and 
sound data are always transferred and associated with each other and the destination location 
while eliminating the transfer of the relation information. 

1 1 . With regard to claim 29, Oliver discloses that the image pickup component (image 
pickup, 112) receives an image signal and inherently converts it to an analog signal. 
Furthermore, although Oliver provides more detail on how a scanner would operate, Oliver does 
disclose that the invention could also be implemented into a digital camera. Therefore, if the 
invention where implemented into a digital camera, a first analog-digital converter would 
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inherently have to be included in order to generate a digital image signal. Additionally, Oliver 
discloses the use of an A/D converter (104) for converting the sound data to a digital signal. 

12. Regarding claim 30, Oliver discloses that their invention can be used in scanner, as well 
as a digital camera. Official Notice is taken as to the fact that it is well known in the art that 
scanners often include reflection mirrors to reflect light to a lens set. The use of a reflection 
mirror allows for the redirection of the optical axis along a different direction, often making the 
dimensions of the scanner smaller. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include a reflection mirror in the scanner of 
Oliver for reflecting light from a document to a lens set in order to make the dimensions of the 
scanner smaller. Additionally, Hashimoto discloses that cameras typically include a lens (7) and 
photoelectric converting element (CCD, 9). 

13. As for claim 31, Hashimoto discloses the use of a CCD (charge coupled device) used as 
the photoelectric converting element. 

14. With regard to claim 34, as mentioned above in the discussion of claim 28, the 
combination of Oliver and Hashimoto discloses all of the limitations of the parent claim. While 
both Oliver and Hashimoto disclose the use of a controller (106) and CPU (23), respectively, 
neither of the aforementioned reference specifically discloses that the processor produces the 
multimedia file via a multitasking operation. Official Notice is taken as to the fact that it is well 
known in the art that CPU's commonly perform applications or operations via a multitasking 
function. Multitasking operations allow for multiple tasks to be carried out virtually 
simultaneously by sharing the CPU time per application. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to enable the CPU or microprocessor of the camera of Hashimoto or Oliver to generate the 
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multimedia data file via a multitasking operation so that the CPU can carry out more than one 
operation at a time. 

15. Claim 35 is considered a method claim corresponding to claim 15. Please see the 
discussion of claim 15 on the preceding pages. 

16. Claim 36 is considered a method claim corresponding to claim 16. Please see the 
discussion of claim 16 on the preceding pages. 

17. Claim 37 is considered a method claim corresponding to claim 17. Please see the 
discussion of claim 17 on the preceding pages. 

18. As for claim 39, which depends upon claim 35, an image sensor can be considered a 
scanning device. Additionally, Oliver specifically discloses that his invention can be 
implemented in a scanning device. 

19. Claim 40 is considered a means plus function claim corresponding to claim 15. Please 
see the discussion of claim 15 on the preceding pages. 

20. Claim 41 is considered a method claim corresponding to claim 16. Please see the 
discussion of claim 16 on the preceding pages. 

21. Claims 18, 32, and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Oliver (U.S. Patent No. 6,289,140) in view of Hashimoto et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,111,604) and further in view of Maxium Technologies (Internet Publication, 2000) . 

22. Regarding claims 18, 32, and 38, as mentioned above in the discussion of claim 16 and 
35, respectively, the combination of Oliver and Hashimoto discloses all of the limitations of the 
parent claim. However, the combination of the aforementioned references fails to explicitly state 
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that the image sensor is a CIS. The Maxium Technologies Publication on the other hand, 
discloses that the use of contact image sensors (CIS) is well known in the art. The integration of 
CIS image sensors reduces the space needed for other components allowing for thinner and 
lighter products. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use a CIS image sensor instead of the CCD image sensor in 
Hashimoto or Oliver so that the camera is made smaller and lighter. 

23. Claims 20, 21, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Oliver (U.S. Patent No. 6,289,140) in view of Hashimoto et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,111,604) and further in view of Haranishi (U.S. Patent No. 5,764,779) . 

24. Regarding claims 20 and 33, as mentioned above in the discussion of claim 15, the 
combination of Oliver and Hashimoto discloses all of the limitations of the parent claim. The 
aforementioned reference, however, fail to explicitly state that the microphone includes a filter 
for filtering off a noise signal from the analog signal. Haranishi, on the other hand, discloses that 
it is well known in the art to provide filters in a microphone for filter off noise. More 
specifically, Haranishi discloses a bandpass filter (2) for filter out noise from a microphone (1) 
and allowing only desired frequencies to pass. This feature allows for the microphone to only 
allow frequencies of the human voice to pass, thus increasing the quality of the signal. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include a filter in the microphone of Hashimoto or Oliver so that a higher quality 
sound signal is generated. 
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25. As for claim 21, Haranishi discloses only allowing frequencies of the human voice to 
pass through the bandpass filter (2). See the abstract. 

26. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOHN M. VILLECCO whose telephone number is (571)272- 
73 19. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sinh Tran can be reached on (571) 272-7564. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/JOHN M. VILLECCO/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2622 
September 2, 2008 



